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Abstract 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the primary school teachers’ proficiency perceptions about the measurement and assessment 
methods. Survey method was used in this research. The sample consists of 975 randomly selected primary school teachers from 15 provinces 
located in Turkey. This survey consisted of 22 5-point Likert-type items about assessment methods and techniques. The data analyses were 
descriptive. This study revealed that the teachers were most proficient in traditional and objective assessment methods; however they were not 
proficient in performance and alternative assessment methods. Thus, in-service training programs about alternative assessment methods should 
be provided for primary school teachers. 
© 2009 Elsevier Ltd. 
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1. Introduction 
Recent developments in education and new social trends such as changing labor market, information-age needs engendered to 
radical change in traditional approaches of learning, teaching and assessment. Nowadays, society (Dochy, 2001) and educational 
reforms (MONE, 2004; NCTM, 1995) asks for students who have higher order cognitive skills such as problem solving, critical 
thinking, analyzing and presenting data in multiple formats. However, students’ higher order cognitive skills, informative and 
affective behaviors can not be assessed within a short time frame with traditional assessment methods such as multiple choice, 
matching, fill-in the blank and true-false questions and classical examinations with few open-ended questions. Consequently, 
implementation of alternative forms of assessment is needed in assessing both learning process and learning outcomes (Birgin & 
Baki, 2007). But, a great majority of the researches indicated that teachers’ knowledge and skills in alternative assessment 
methods were below the acceptable level and teachers frequently used traditional assessment methods such as objective test, 
teacher-made test, homework and observation (Baki & Birgin, 2004; Çakan, 2004; Cizek, Fitzgerald, Shawn, & Rachor, 1996; 
Daniel & King, 1998; Fray, Cross, & Weber, 1993; Gullickson, 1985; McMillan, Myran, & Workman, 2002; Mertler, 1999; 
Özsevgeç, Çepni, & Demircio÷lu, 2004; Plake & Impara, 1993; Stiggins & Brigford, 1985; Zhang & Burry-Stock, 2003) 
The results of the national exams (OKS, OSS) and international projects (PISA and TIMSS) giving a lot of clues about the 
Turkish education system indicate that learning outputs are inadequate (MONE, 2004). These results make urgent reforms 
necessary for the Turkish education system. In this context, The Turkish Ministry of National Education (MONE) developed and 
implemented new primary school curriculums (Mathematics, Turkish Language, Science and Technology, Social Sciences) in 
2004-2005 academic years. The new curriculums adopted the learner centered approaches in the pedagogies and assessment 
methods (Baki, 2008). The new curriculum especially acknowledges the contemporary belief (NCTM, 1995) that assessment 
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must be integrated into or be an essential part of classroom instruction and be focused on learning processes as well as the 
products. Therefore, the new curriculum suggests using different alternative assessment tools and techniques such as portfolios, 
projects, performance tasks, rubric, self/peer-assessment, observation, group works, check list, journals, presentations etc. As a 
result, the new curriculum charged the teachers with some roles and missions different from the traditional teaching and 
assessment approaches well-known by the teachers in Turkey. 
It is known that that the competencies of the teachers play a key role in the successful reforms within the school system and in 
adopting new ideas in their teaching (Baki, 2008). As a result, teachers’ professional development needs is a major focus of 
reform initiatives in primary curriculum in Turkey. Thus, it is important to determine the primary school teachers’ proficiency 
perceptions about measurement and assessment methods suggested in the new mathematics curriculum. The purpose of this study 
is to investigate the primary school teachers’ proficiency perceptions about the measurement and assessment methods and 
techniques.  
2. Methods  
2.1. Sample of research 
The sample consists of 975 randomly selected primary school teachers from 15 provinces located in seven different 
geographic regions of Turkey. In the selection procedure of the sampling, 7 geographical regions, the development level of the 
provinces and type of residence (village, county, and province) were considered. The number of surveys collected and evaluated 
was 512 (52.5%). Of the participants, 293 (57.2%) were male, 219 were (42.8%) female, 252 (49.2%) were 4th grade, 260 
(50.8%) were 5th grade classroom teachers and 171 (33.4%) previously obtained in-service training program on measurement 
and assessment. Of all participants 38.2% are working in the province center, 35.2% in county center and 26.6% in a village. 
2.2. Instrument and data collection 
To collect data, an on-line survey developed by the researcher was used. This survey composes two sections that are the 
teachers’ demographic knowledge items and the Assessment Methods Proficiency Scale. The scale consisted of 22 5-point Likert-
type items about assessment methods and techniques (1=not at all proficiency to 5=completely proficiency) in Table 1. In the 
process of the instrument development, related documents were examined (Adams & Yang-Hsu, 1998; McMillan et al., 2002; 
MONE, 2004), views of 5 experts and 10 teachers were solicited and a 24-item template scale for which content validity was 
established was produced. Secondly, pilot test of this scale was conducted with 75 teachers outside of the sample to determine 
relationships among items, construct validity and reliability. The scale was factor-analyzed with a principal axis method of 
extraction and a varimax orthogonal rotation. KMO was measured to be 0.92, Bartlett’s test was calculated as 5968.74 for the 
scale (p<.001). After a factor analysis, 22 items with factor loadings ranging between 0.45 and 0.74 were selected.  The factor 
analyses of the scale resulted in four sub factors and the amount of the variance explained by the sub factors was 61.37%. The 
reliability coefficients of the sub factors were calculated as 0.80, 0.90, 0.91 and 0.92. Sub factors of the scale named as 
“traditional assessment methods” (in-class observation, unit test, essay type question, homework), “objective assessment 
methods (multiple choice, short answer, true-false, matching, mixed item), “performance assessment methods” (performance 
tasks, portfolio, project, rubric, group work, student exhibition, class discourse) and “alternative assessment methods” (self and 
peer assessment, interview, journal, concept map, attitudes scale).  
Online surveys were sent to 975 grades 4 and 5 teachers by the Department of National Educational Research and 
Development of Education (MEB-EARGED) in 2008-2009 academic years. But, the surveys collected and assessed were 512 in 
this study. The Cronbach Alpha coefficient was calculated as 0.95 for the reliability of the measurements of the overall scale.
2.3. Data analysis 
A descriptive analysis was used for survey data. Each item in the scale was assigned with a value from 1 (no proficiency) to 5 
(all proficiency). Then, frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations were calculated using the SPSS 13.0 program 
for all items. The choices, points and point-ranges for the items in the scale are as follows: “completely” 5 (4.20–5.00),
“extensively” 4 (3.40–4.19), “moderately” 3 (2.60–3.39), “little” 2 (1.80–2.59), “not at all” 1 (1.00–1.79).  
3. Findings  
The means and standard deviations of all items in the scale for primary school teachers are given in Table 1. In Table 1, it is 
seen that the primary school teachers find themselves “completely proficient” in terms of observation (4.34), homework (4.24), 
mixed (4.30), multiple choice (4.25) and short answer question types (4.21) whereas they view themselves “extensively 
proficient” in terms of assessment methods such as performance task (4.14), class discussion (4.14), project assessment (4.09), 
portfolio (4.06), group work assessment (4.08), self assessment (4.01), concept map (4.02), unit test (4.13), interview (4.01) peer 
assessment (3.90), essay type question (3.95), attitudes scale (3.89), rubric (3.84) and student journal (3.77) among all assessment 
methods and techniques.  
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Table 1The means and standard deviations of all items in the scale for primary school teachers (N=512)
Items Mean (1-5) SD Items Mean (1-5) SD 
In-class observation 4.34 .65 Project assessment 4.09 .79 
Mixed item (multiple choice, true-false, etc.) 4.30 .71 Group work assessment 4.08 .82 
Multiple choice item 4.25 .73 Portfolio 4.06 .81 
Homework 4.24 .71 Concept map 4.02 .90 
Short answer item 4.21 .77 Self-assessment 4.01 .91 
True-false item 4.19 .76 Interview 4.01 .94 
Matching item 4.18 .81 Essay-type item (open-ended) 3.95 .93 
Performance task 4.14 .75 Peer-assessment 3.90 .93 
Student exhibitions/presentation 4.14 .80 Attitude scale 3.89 .96 
Class discourse/discussion 4.14 .79 Rubric 3.84 .98 
Unit test 4.13 .81 Student journal 3.77 1.05 
Subfactors of the scale Mean (1-5) SD 
Objective Assessment Methods  4.23 .65 
Traditional Assessment Methods  4.17 .62 
Performance Assessment Methods  4.07 .67 
Alternative Assessment Methods 3.93 .77 
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When Table 1 is examined according to the exam question type, it is seen that the primary school teachers find themselves 
most proficient in mixed (4.30), multiple choice (4.25), and short answer question type items (4.21) and least proficient in essay 
type question item (3.95). Furthermore, the top five assessment methods the primary school teachers felt themselves proficient 
about were respectively in-class observation (4.34), homework (4.24), performance task (4.14), student exhibitions/presentation
(4.14), class discussion (4.14) whereas the first five assessment methods the teachers perceived themselves least proficient were 
respectively student journal (3.77), rubric (3.84), attitude scale (3.89), peer assessment (3.90), self-assessment (4.01) and 
interview (4.01). 
When Table 1 is examined according to the sub factor of the scale, it is seen that the primary school teachers perceive 
themselves more proficient in objective assessment methods (4.23) and traditional assessment methods (4.17). On the other hand 
they perceive themselves least proficient in performance assessment methods (4.07) and alternative assessment methods (3.93). 
4. Conclusion 
The findings of this study revealed that the primary school teachers perceive themselves proficient in objective assessment 
methods such as multiple-choice, mixed, short answer and true-false questions and traditional assessment methods such as 
homework and in-class observation. This finding may be explained with the fact that primary school teachers are more 
accustomed to these assessment methods and use these methods more frequently. Though, the reason for why the teachers didn’t 
felt themselves proficient in essay type question may be explained that they prefer using this method less. Indeed, several 
research findings (Adams & Yang-Hsu, 1998; Çakmak, 2004; Cizek et al., 1996; Fray et al., 1993; Gullickson, 1985; McMillan 
et al., 2002; Mertler, 1999; Özsevgeç et al., 2004; Stiggins & Brigford, 1985; Zhang & Burry-Stock, 2003) show that teachers 
often prefer objective and teacher-made tests, observation and homework techniques.  
In this study, the primary school teachers were found to perceive themselves insufficient in alternative and performance 
assessment methods such as student journal, rubric, self/peer assessment, attitude scale, interview, portfolio and project. This 
result shows that the primary school teachers lack in sufficient knowledge about alternative assessment methods which are new 
for themselves. Likewise, many studies in Turkey (Birgin, 2003; Birgin, 2006; Cansız, 2008; Erdal, 2007; Gelbal & Kelecio÷lu, 
2007; Nazlıçiçek & Akarsu, 2008) and other countries (Cizek et al., 1996; Daniel & King, 1998; Plake & Impara, 1993; Zhang & 
Burry-Stock, 2003) reported that teachers are insufficient in alternative and performance assessment methods.  
In addition, the results of this study indicate that the in-service training programs in the context of the implementation of the 
new program are insufficient in informing and nurturing teachers about measurement and assessment. Moreover, some research 
results (Birgin et al., 2008; Cansız, 2008; Erdal, 2007) confirm this argument. The result that the primary school teachers are 
insufficient in alternative and performance assessment methods suggests that the process-focused assessment activities proposed 
by the new program can not be implemented effectively under these conditions. The following suggestions are made according to 
this research results. 
• Teachers should be offered long-term and comprehensive in-service training programs on alternative and performance 
assessment methods. 
• In planning in-service training programs, teachers’ needs about alternative assessment methods should be considered. In-
service training program should be also based on practice more and find solutions for problems of teachers that may face. 
• Teachers should be provided appropriate materials and resources about novel alternative assessment methods. 
• Student teachers who are supposed to be the implementers of the new curriculum should be introduced and given the 
opportunity to work with alternative and performance assessment methods in their education process.
• In this study, only the proficiency perceptions of teachers about measurement and assessment methods were investigated. 
Future studies may inquire the proficiency perceptions of teachers about assessment methods in terms of different 
variables.  
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